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Abstract
During the 2008 European football championships, the European Union of Football As-
sociations (UEFA) assigned an interpreter to all participating teams for the duration of 
the tournament. All teams were bound by the regulations to hold one pre-match and one 
post-match press conference and the official languages always included English and the 
languages of the two teams. Simultaneous interpreting was chosen for this kind of com-
municative situation and English was used as a pivot language whenever necessary. The 
recordings of all the Italy press conferences held during EURO2008 have been transcribed 
to create the FOOTIE (Football in Europe) corpus, in order to carry out semi-automatic 
analyses of certain features of this kind of communicative situation. Football press con-
ferences are an example of dialogic communication characterised by high interactivity, 
fast pace and the use of domain-specific language, and as such they pose specific chal-
lenges to the interpreter.
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1. Introduction
FOOTIE (Football in Europe) is a corpus of press conferences interpreted simul-
taneously during the 2008 European football championships held in Austria and 
Switzerland (EURO2008). It includes all the pre- and post-match press confer-
ences held by Italy and its opponents during the competition: the Netherlands, 
Romania, France and Spain. Permission to use these materials for research pur-
poses was granted by UEFA (the European Football Association) on account of the 
fact that the author of this chapter was Italy’s interpreter.
After the tournament UEFA provided video recordings of the Italy post-match 
press conferences and audio recordings of the other ones. This has led to the 
creation of the FOOTIE Multimedia Archive that includes 16 press conferences 
overall: eight for Italy, and two each for the Netherlands, Romania, France and 
Spain (see Table 1). In all of these press conferences the predominant language 
is the language of the team whose head coach was being interviewed, but some 
questions were also asked in English or in the language of the “other” team (the 
opponents). In other words, all of these speech situations are multilingual. In the 
multimedia archive each source language (SL) press conference is matched by 
one or two target language (TL) version(s); however, it should be noted that the 
Dutch questions in the Netherlands press conferences and all the Romanian SL 
materials have been excluded from the project that only takes into account Ital-
ian, English, French and Spanish. English was always used as a pivot language for 
relay interpreting purposes, unless otherwise specified.
All the parts highlighted in grey have already been transcribed; only the Spain 
pre- and post-match press conferences and related interpretations have yet to 
be transcribed in order to complete the FOOTIE Corpus. Transcription has been 
carried out by five final-year interpreting students in the Faculty for Interpret-
ing and Translation at LUSPIO University in Rome (Lauteri 2008; Tourdre Mas-
siani 2009; Massaro 2009; Mandolei 2010; Vaccaro 2011). The conventions are 
those used in the EPIC (European Parliament Interpreting Corpus) project, in 
order to ensure maximum data comparability (Monti et al. 2005; Sandrelli et al. 
2010). However, whilst in EPIC each speech has its own transcript and header 
with extra-linguistic information on speaker and speech, this solution was not 
suitable for FOOTIE, since it is a dialogic corpus, with each speaking turn lasting 
only a few seconds. Therefore, two versions of the transcripts were produced for 
use with different tools. A Microsoft Excel file was created for each press con-
ference, featuring an annotated transcript and all the necessary extra-linguistic 
information in a separate header. Moreover, transcripts are also available as text 
files (.txt) for use with lexical analysis software. 
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Press conference SL TL 1 TL 2
Italy MD-1
(ITALY-NETHERLANDS)
Italian English N/A
Italy MD
(ITALY-NETHERLANDS)
Italian English N/A
Netherlands MD-1
(ITALY-NETHERLANDS)
English
(Dutch)
(Dutch)
English
Italian
Netherlands MD
(ITALY-NETHERLANDS)
English
(Dutch)
(Dutch)
English
Italian
Italy MD-1
(ITALY-ROMANIA)
Italian English N/A
Italy MD
(ITALY-ROMANIA)
Italian English N/A
Romania MD-1
(ITALY-ROMANIA)
N/A English Italian
Romania MD
(ITALY-ROMANIA)
N/A English Italian
Italy MD-1
(ITALY-FRANCE)
Italian English French
Italy MD
(ITALY-FRANCE)
Italian English French
France MD-1
(ITALY-FRANCE)
French English Italian
France MD
(ITALY-FRANCE)
French English Italian
Italy MD-1
(ITALY-SPAIN)
Italian English* Spanish
Italy MD
(ITALY-SPAIN)
Italian English* Spanish
Spain MD-1
(ITALY-SPAIN)
Spanish English Italian
Spain MD
(ITALY-SPAIN)
Spanish English Italian
Table 1. FOOTIE Multimedia Archive
SL = source language. TL = target language. N/A = not available. * = English occasionally used as a 
pivot language. MD: match day. MD-1: match day minus one (i.e. pre-match)
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Figure 1 shows a press conference header:
Figure 1. Italy post-match press conference header (Italy-Spain)
The table on the left in Figure 1 contains date and place information and the 
names of the corresponding video and audio files. The two smaller tables on the 
right contain the keys to the acronyms used to classify speech events and to re-
cord duration of speaking turns, number of words and speaking speed. This is fol-
lowed by another table (see Figure 2), listing all participants by name (if known), 
gender, country of origin and language; the final column indicates whether the 
speaker is a native speaker of that language. No information is available on those 
journalists who sat there in silence and only “functioned” as audience members. 
The vast majority of speakers in the corpus are men and that includes not only 
all the interviewees, but also the interviewers. Moreover, most of the journal-
ists who took the floor were of the same nationality as the team holding the 
press conference, with a small minority from the “other” country (below, Italy 
and Spain, respectively). However, there were exceptions, given the popularity 
of football and of the Italian team, at the time the holders of the FIFA World Cup.
82
Figure 2. Participants
Figure 3. Original press conference, English booth and Spanish booth (Italy-Spain)
Another Excel sheet in the same file contains the press conference transcript. As 
can be seen in Figure 3, there are three columns containing the SL version (in this 
case Italian), the English TL version and the Spanish TL version. Each speaker is 
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identifiable by the related acronym (e.g. M for moderator; see Figure 2 above for 
other examples) and each speaking turn has been transcribed on a new line, as 
a separate speech event. Identified speech events include: floor allocation (FA), 
opening/closing remarks (OCR), procedure and housekeeping announcements 
(P), questions (Q), answers (A) and comments (C). Duration, number of words 
and average speaking speed of individual speech events are indicated in the rel-
evant columns. The Excel “Data Filter” tool makes it possible to select data by 
speech event (i.e. only the answers, only the floor allocation turns, and so on) or 
by speaker (the moderator’s speaking turns, or the primary interviewee’s turns, 
etc.). This display also makes it possible to visualise turn-taking mechanisms 
across languages and to spot when an interpreter has merged two or more con-
secutive turns in his/her rendition.
A description of speech events and participants identified in the FOOTIE cor-
pus can be found elsewhere, together with an overview of the football-related 
translation market and of the interpreters’ conditions of work during EURO2008 
(Sandrelli 2012). This chapter has a different focus, in that it looks at some fea-
tures of press conferences that make them particularly challenging for interpret-
ers, namely their interactional structure and fast pace. 
Firstly, press conferences are described as an example of institutional inter-
action (§ 2). Then, an analysis of the Italy press conferences and related English 
versions is provided, with data on duration, speaking speed and text length (§ 3). 
A closer look at the turn-taking mechanisms at work in the two versions helps 
explain why there is some text reduction in the TL version (§ 4): not all speech 
events are equal and it is interesting to see what goes untranslated and why. Fi-
nally, some ideas for future research are sketched in the conclusions (§ 5).
2. Football press conferences as an example of institutional interaction
2.1. Interviews and press conferences
Interviews and press conferences (also called news conferences) are examples of 
institutional interaction, since they are characterised by most of the features in-
dicated in the literature. In both speech situations there is an external goal which 
pre-determines participants’ roles, turn-taking, power relations, topic selection, 
and so on; there is a special organisation of the space in which the interaction 
takes place (often with a symbolic significance) and the use of a language for spe-
cial purposes (Drew & Heritage 1992; Orletti 2000; Bazzanella 2002; Straniero 
Sergio 2007).
Court proceedings, medical consultations and job interviews are other ex-
amples of institutional interaction. In some settings there is maximum social 
distance between the parties involved: in a medical consultation the doctor is 
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the only participant with expert knowledge (Tebble 1999); likewise, judges and 
lawyers represent a country’s institutions in court (Galatolo 2002; Berk-Seligson 
2009). In sports interviews and press conferences power asymmetry and social 
distance are more reduced than in community settings: coaches and players (in-
terviewees) are not the only ones with specialised subject-matter knowledge, 
since sports journalists (interviewers) are experts too.
The general aims of interviews and press conferences are quite similar. Inter-
views are conducted with public figures whose ideas or actions are considered 
interesting for readers and/or TV viewers; press conferences are often called by 
public figures themselves or are routinely held events in which the latter inform 
the public on their activities (Clayman 2004). Press conferences usually involve a 
higher number of participating journalists, and, therefore, are instances of “one-to-
many” interaction, whereas interviews are an example of “one-to-one” interaction.
Both speech situations are managed through questions and answers1, and 
journalists usually aim to collect relevant information and obtain statements or 
quotes that they can use in their reports. As Clayman (1990: 81) points out:
Newspapers and television news stories regularly contain verbatim or paraphrased 
statements from a variety of sources. While some of these are derived from written 
texts, many are culled from interactional situations, with interviews, press confer-
ences, public speeches, and congressional hearings being prominent examples.
The norm in both interviews and press conferences is that journalists try to be 
impartial and to avoid acknowledgment tokens, since their institutional role is 
restricted to asking questions. However, journalists are not supposed to allow 
interviewees a free rein either, and, therefore, they are expected to be somewhat 
provocative or probing in their questioning (Clayman & Heritage 2002a, 2002b; 
Clayman 2004). Clearly, it is very difficult to be neutral and adversarial at the 
same time, and interviewees may react to perceived aggressiveness by trying to 
evade undesirable questions. Interviewees are subject to two opposing pressures 
too: on the one hand their institutional role requires them to answer questions; 
on the other hand, they may feel tempted to resist answering certain questions 
but cannot refuse outright, lest they appear too evasive to interviewers and, 
above all, to the audience (Clayman 2001; Clayman & Heritage 2002a). 
Since both interviewees and interviewers have their own agenda, this kind 
of dialogue develops sequentially by means of very specific questioning / an-
swering strategies (Partington 2001; Straniero Sergio 2007; Clayman & Heritage 
2002a, 2002b). In both interviews and press conferences the most important se-
quence of speech events is the adjacency pair, i.e. a question as an initiating turn, 
followed by an answer in a responding turn. However, there are several impor-
tant differences between interviews and press conferences.
1 This is common to other speech situations too, such as police interrogations and court 
proceedings (Berk-Seligson 2009 and Galatolo 2002).
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In interviews it is quite common to find instances of a follow-up question or 
comment in the third turn (as happens in ordinary conversation), especially if 
the interviewer feels that the interviewee has been evasive (Clayman 2001; Clay-
man & Heritage 2002a, 2002b). By contrast, in press conferences the general rule 
is that each journalist is allowed only one question: after each answer the floor 
is allocated to another journalist for a new question. As a consequence, journal-
ists often ask multiple questions in the same turn, because they are aware that 
they may not be granted a second one for a follow-up (Clayman 2004). Moreover, 
each new question introduces a new topic, which means that there is high local 
coherence and cohesion between questions and answers within each Q&A pair, 
but not necessarily in the overall macro level of the press conference (i.e. differ-
ent Q&A pairs).
The press conferences held during major football tournaments have the func-
tion of allowing journalists direct access to coaches and leading players on the 
eve of games and just afterwards for comments. Indeed, the main reason for 
journalists to attend is to obtain last-minute information and/or comments 
on matches, often in the form of quotations for their game reports. The football 
press conferences held during EURO2008 can be described as instances of insti-
tutional interaction for a speech community made up of international journalists, 
football managers, football players, UEFA media officers and national press offic-
ers. The general public was not admitted to the press conference rooms, so there 
was no primary audience; moreover, the press conferences were not broadcast, 
either live or recorded, which meant that there was no secondary audience either 
(i.e. TV viewers at home). However, the information exchanged in press confer-
ences was used in newspaper and TV reports produced almost in real time and 
eventually reached a worldwide audience. 
The rituality in football press conferences has an influence on the choice of ac-
ceptable topics for discussion. All the pre-match press conferences include ques-
tions on the forthcoming game, historical precedents between the two teams (if 
any), likely line-up and other tactical arrangements, the expectations of the head 
coach and his opinion on the opponents; enquiries are sometimes made on play-
ers’ fitness and concentration. Predictably, all the post-match press conferences 
contain an assessment of the game that has just been played and sometimes of 
individual players’ performances, as well as questions on the game ahead. There 
is little scope for variation from this script and, clearly, an awareness of this is an 
advantage for interpreters in terms of mental and terminological preparation2.
2  Moreover, the limited range of topics has an influence on the degree of lexical variety en-
countered in these press conferences, an aspect that will be studied in a future paper on lexical 
variety in the Italian SL sub-corpus and matching English TL version.
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2.2. An overview of related interpreting corpora
The FOOTIE corpus has been compiled in order to carry out an observational 
study of simultaneous interpreting during the press conferences of an interna-
tional football tournament. This communicative situation differs from the inter-
preter-mediated situations analysed in other electronic corpora in several ways3. 
Firstly, it must be pointed out that the majority of existing interpreting 
corpora are corpora of monologic speech situations produced in conference 
settings. An example is DIRSI-C (Directionality in Simultaneous Interpreting 
Corpus), a bilingual parallel corpus of simultaneously interpreted medical con-
ferences held in Italy, with SL speeches in Italian and English and matching in-
terpreted versions in English and Italian, with interpreters working both ways 
(i.e. from their B language into their A language and vice versa; Bendazzoli 2010a, 
2010b). The more interactive parts of these conferences (the Q&A sessions) have 
not been transcribed, so the corpus includes papers and lectures and a number 
of other speech events related to the institutional frame of each conference (i.e. 
floor allocation events, opening-closing remarks, procedure or housekeeping an-
nouncements and comments).
Similarly, EPIC (European Parliament Interpreting Corpus) is a trilingual cor-
pus of simultaneously interpreted speeches in Italian, English and Spanish from 
the plenary debates of the European Parliament (Monti et al. 2005; Sandrelli et 
al. 2010). Because of the strict floor allocation procedures in this setting, most 
speeches are read or partly planned, with limited chance for follow-up in the de-
bate and, in this sense, they cannot be considered representative of a dialogic sit-
uation: they are, in fact, closer to the written end of the spoken-to-written scale.
EPIC and DIRSI-C share the interpreting mode (simultaneous) with FOOTIE, 
but not the type of speech situation and speech events. In football press confer-
ences interpreters translate dialogue. There are a few corpora of dialogic speech 
in studies on community interpreting or business interpreting. An example is 
the K2 corpus for the “Interpreting in Hospitals (DiK)” project, with transcripts 
of monolingual and interpreted doctor-patient communication in German, 
Turkish, Portuguese and Spanish (Meyer 2008). Similarly, the Dialogue Inter-
preting Corpus is made up of transcripts of real-life data and class role plays from 
health care and business settings in Italian and English (Merlini 2007). In these 
cases interpreter-mediated communication takes place via liaison interpreting. 
By contrast, in football press conferences dialogue is translated either simultane-
ously or consecutively: simultaneous interpreting is used if the related equip-
ment is available; if there are no booths, the interpreter whispers the translation 
of journalists’ questions into the interviewee’s ear and then translates his an-
swers consecutively. The above-mentioned dialogue interpreting corpora share 
3  For a more general overview of interpreting corpora, see Bendazzoli & Sandrelli 2009 and 
Bendazzoli 2010b.
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the type of institutional dialogue with football press conferences, but not the in-
terpreting mode. 
CorIt (Television Interpreting Corpus) includes about 2,500 TV interpret-
ing performances (Straniero Sergio 2007 and this volume), classified according 
to programme macrocategories (talk-shows and media events) and interpret-
ing mode (consecutive interpreting without notes, simultaneous interpreting 
in praesentia, and simultaneous interpreting in absentia; Dal Fovo this volume). 
Within CorIt, of particular relevance to the FOOTIE project are the sub-corpus of 
Formula One press conferences (FPC) (Straniero Sergio 2003) and that of Ameri-
can presidential debates (Dal Fovo 2009, forthcoming, this volume), since both of 
them belong to the news conference category discussed in § 2.1. However, there 
are some important differences.
The first one concerns the interpreters’ participation status. Both the Ameri-
can presidential debates and the Formula One press conferences were inter-
preted in absentia, i.e. the interpreters were not in the same place as the primary 
participants who were not even aware that their statements were being trans-
lated for Italian TV. By contrast, the FOOTIE press conferences were interpreted 
in praesentia, i.e. the interpreter was in the same room as the conference partici-
pants, with obvious consequences in terms of involvement in the communica-
tive situation (see Sandrelli 2012 for details on the conditions of work).
Moreover, the American presidential debates were translated by teams of in-
terpreters, as is often the case in TV interpreting (Kurz 1997; Mack 2000, 2001), so 
that the rhythm of the SL dialogue is reproduced by two alternating voices, with 
one interpreter dealing with questions and the other one with answers (Dal Fovo 
2009 and this volume). Both the Formula One press conferences and the FOOTIE 
press conferences were translated by a single interpreter working on his/her 
own, given their short duration.
Straniero Sergio (2003) identified a number of textual features in the FPC cor-
pus that can also be found in the FOOTIE press conferences: dialogicity, brevity, 
rituality and intertextuality. In both cases press conferences are ritual speech situ-
ations (held after every Formula One race vs. before and after the Italy EURO2008 
games), all participants make reference to the intertextual context (the Formula 
One season vs. the EURO2008 championships), they are dialogic corpora and 
individual press conferences are quite short. In other words, the speech situa-
tions in these two corpora are similar and the interpreting mode is the same, 
simultaneous interpreting. Therefore, the research work carried out on the FPC 
corpus and, to an extent, on the American presidential debates in CorIT, can be 
considered relevant to the development of the FOOTIE corpus.
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3. The Italy press conferences: a general description 
As was explained in § 1, the FOOTIE multimedia archive and corpus include press 
conferences in several languages. The decision to focus on the press conferences 
held by Italy stems from the fact that this is the largest and most homogene-
ous part of the FOOTIE corpus, including, as it does, eight press conferences in 
two languages (16 recordings overall). However, as was explained in § 1, all the 
EURO2008 press conferences were, in fact, multilingual, even though there was 
always a main language. During the Italy press conferences some questions were 
asked in English and in the language of the opposing team (French, Spanish, Ro-
manian and Dutch). As a result, the recordings of the Italian sound channel in-
clude original Italian and interpreted Italian, and the same applies to the record-
ings of the English channel (original English and interpreted English). 
3.1. Duration
Data on duration (in minutes and seconds), text length (number of words) and 
average speed (words per minute) of the original press conferences and the Eng-
lish version are presented in Table 2 below.
Duration
Italian 
word count
Average speed 
(w/m)
English word 
count
Average speed 
(w/m)
Italy-Holland MD-1 23’ 55’’ 3,487 145.8 3,505 146.5
Italy-Holland MD 18’ 40’’ 3,059 163.9 2,839 152
Italy-Romania MD-1 20’ 05’’ 3,524 172.6 2,951 144.5
Italy-Romania MD 10’ 47’’ 1,809 167.7 1,654 153.4
Italy-France MD-1 16’ 20’’ 2,743 167.9 2,635 161.3
Italy-France MD 14’ 14’’ 2,316 162.7 2,345 164.7
Italy-Spain MD-1 28’ 3,788 135.3 3,595 128.4
Italy-Spain MD 18’ 16’’ 2,777 152 2,642 144.6
TOTAL 150’ 17’’ 23,503 158.5 22,166 147.5
Table 2. Duration, word count, average speed of the original Italy press conferences and of the 
English version
As can be seen above, the post-match press conferences (indicated by the acro-
nym MD, i.e. match day) were always shorter than pre-match press conferences 
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(MD-1, i.e. match day minus one). This is easy to explain: the day before each 
game, head coach Roberto Donadoni was more willing to spend time with jour-
nalists, while after games the team was eager to get away, either to go to dinner 
(after playing a six p.m. game) or to get some rest (after an evening game). Over-
all, the average duration of each press conference was around twenty minutes, 
which is why one interpreter per booth was deemed sufficient by the consultant 
interpreter who organised the service (see Sandrelli 2012). 
The range of speech events produced by participants in these communica-
tive situations is very limited (§ 4): interviewers are there to ask questions and 
interviewees are there to answer them, with moderators in charge of opening 
and closing press conferences, explaining procedures and managing turn-taking 
smoothly (see Sandrelli 2012 for a more detailed description of participants and 
speech events in FOOTIE). The typical structure of these press conferences in-
cludes an opening with words of welcome, procedural announcements and other 
house-keeping moments, questions and answers and finally a closing statement.
An aspect that is worth considering is not just the overall duration of the press 
conference, but the duration of individual speech events. In a standard confer-
ence interpreting setting the bulk of speech events is made up of lectures or pa-
pers whose individual duration generally ranges between a few minutes and half 
an hour or even longer (Bendazzoli 2010b). In some settings, of course, specific 
rules determine the duration of conference speeches. In the European Parlia-
ment plenary debates most speeches are quite short by conference interpreting 
standards, ranging between two and six minutes, because of the very strict rules 
for the allocation of speaking time (see Sandrelli et al. 2010). By contrast, in press 
conferences the most frequent events are, obviously, questions and answers (see 
Tables 4 and 5 in § 4); in the FOOTIE press conferences the vast majority of ques-
tions and answers last from a few seconds to a few minutes, with a peak value of 
about four minutes.
A specific study on this aspect was carried out by Mandolei (2010) on the Italy-
Spain press conferences. In the pre-match, press conference questions lasted on 
average just over 13 seconds, while answers were just under 36 seconds long; in 
the post-match press conference, questions had an average duration of almost 11 
seconds, and Roberto Donadoni’s answers lasted about 30 seconds (the answers 
of the second interviewee, the head of the Italian Football Federation, Giancarlo 
Abete, were considerably longer, an average of 88 seconds). As these data show, 
the interpreters had to translate very short bursts of speech, and therefore, had 
virtually no time to get used to speakers’ voices and ways of speaking, with the 
possible exception of the main interviewees who spoke longer and more fre-
quently than the other participants. The interpreters were obliged to keep a short 
décalage in order to avoid missing the first half of the subsequent turn; this is 
crucial when relay interpreting is used, which was frequent in the FOOTIE press 
conferences (see Table 1 in § 1). 
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3.2. Speaking speed 
As regards speaking speed, the average value of the original Italian press confer-
ences was 158.5 w/m, with a peak of 172.6 w/m and a minimum speed of 135.3 
w/m. It must be remembered that the recordings of the Italian channel also in-
clude a few fragments of interpreted Italian (i.e. turns in which Italian is a tar-
get language); however, since the number of interpreted turns is very low, these 
values can be taken as a reliable indicator of source text speed (see Table 3 in 
§ 4). It is worth pointing out that the pace generally considered “comfortable” for 
interpreting purposes is significantly lower, since the literature indicates a range 
between 100 and 120 w/m as the ideal speed (Pöchhacker 2004: 129).
Moreover, average speed values hide the fact that there was a marked differ-
ence in speed among participants: this emerges very clearly from the annotat-
ed transcripts in which speed was calculated for each speaking turn (all of this 
information is available in the Excel files described in § 1). Constant changes in 
SL speed are an added difficulty when interpreting press conferences, in com-
parison with conference interpreting settings in which there are usually fewer 
speakers who tend to hold the floor for longer with a steadier pace. 
As regards speaking speed in English, this tends to be lower than the original, 
both in terms of average value (147.5 w/m) and of values reached in individual 
press conferences (the only two exceptions are the Italy-Holland MD-1 and the 
Italy-France MD press conferences). Let us compare these data with those avail-
able for EPIC and DIRSI-C, the two conference interpreting corpora with which 
FOOTIE shares transcription and annotation conventions. 
In EPIC, average speaking speed in the SL sub-corpora is 156.5 w/m for Eng-
lish, 152 w/m for Spanish and 130 w/m for Italian: these speeds are typical of Eu-
ropean Parliament session debates. Turning to the interpreters, it is interesting 
to note that their speed varies less, ranging between 123 and 137 w/m, and tends 
to be lower than the speed of the source texts (with two exceptions, see Sandrelli 
et al. 2010). However, the interesting aspect is that the interpreters’ speed does 
not seem to be strongly affected by the language combination: for example, the 
speed of the Italian booth is 123.7 w/m when interpreting from English and 124.5 
w/m when interpreting from Spanish; similarly, the average speed of the Eng-
lish booth and of the Spanish booth tends to be steady regardless of the source 
language. At this point it is worth highlighting that in this setting almost all the 
interpreters only work into their mother tongue (i.e. their A language). In other 
words, these data indicate that the interpreters’ output in their native language 
tends to be produced at a fairly steady speed, irrespective of the language from 
which they interpret.
Another interesting result was obtained in a study on DIRSI-C (Bendazzoli 
2010a). In this case there is a bidirectional booth, with interpreters working 
into and out of their mother tongue (from B to A and from A to B), as in FOOTIE. 
When working from Italian into English, the interpreters had a slightly faster 
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pace than the SL speakers (120 w/m), but when working from English into Italian 
their pace was slightly lower (117 w/m). Interestingly, therefore, the interpreters 
tended to speak at roughly the same speed in both languages, regardless of the 
source language and the speed of the original speakers. This could be an effect of 
training and experience.
As a general conclusion, it could be said that the data on speed from three dif-
ferent corpora seem to suggest that simultaneous interpreters tend to keep their 
own pace fairly steady and their speaking speed is influenced only to a limited 
extent by the speed of the SL speakers. 
3.3. Text length
As regards text length, the overall word count in the TL version is lower than in 
the original; the same applies if individual SL press conferences are compared to 
their own TL version (with two exceptions), even though differences are small 
and in some cases minimal. Clearly, text length in itself is not particularly sig-
nificant, because different languages have different linguistic structures and 
therefore may require a different number of words to express the same concepts. 
However, it is worth pointing out that this reflects the results obtained for EPIC 
and DIRSI-C.
In EPIC the word count in the three SL sub-corpora (org-en, org-es and org-
it) is higher than in the TL sub-corpora (with one exception, the sub-corpus of 
speeches interpreted from Italian into Spanish; see Sandrelli et al. 2010). Like-
wise, in DIRSI-C the word count in the two SL sub-corpora (org-en and org-it) 
is higher than in the corresponding TL sub-corpora (int-en-it and int-it-en; see 
Bendazzoli 2010b)4. Since this pattern is found across languages and in different 
translation directions in the three interpreting corpora considered here, these 
data seem to confirm a general tendency to TL text reduction in simultaneous 
interpreting. This is only to be expected, given the conditions in which the TL 
text is produced, i.e. under time pressure and constant interference from the SL. 
However, an aspect that needs to be taken into account is that text reduction 
does not necessarily mean information loss. While in some cases text reduction 
may be caused by involuntary omissions (i.e. the interpreter struggling to keep 
up with the SL speaker), in others it may be the result of strategic omissions and 
conscious text compression strategies (Napier 2004). Indeed, part of the training 
in simultaneous interpreting is aimed at teaching students to be succinct and to 
the point, one of the key coping tactics that professional interpreters use (Gile 
4 There were two interesting exceptions to this trend. Word count in the translation of 
shorter speech events tended to be very close to that of the original in the whole corpus. 
Moreover, the output of the only interpreter who was an English native speaker tended to 
match or even exceed the Italian original when translating from Italian into English, i.e. from 
his B language into his A language (cf. Bendazzoli 2010b).
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1995). Moreover, in press conferences specifically, this ability is invaluable, as 
pointed out by Straniero Sergio (2003) in relation to the FPC corpus:
In an exchange where interviewer and interviewee share the same language, answers 
follow questions without interruption. The absence of inter-turn pauses together 
with a very high rate of speed put interpreters in the position of always being late. No 
wonder that all questions translated by interpreters are systematically “summarizing 
renditions” [...]
In order to find out whether text reduction in the English version of the Italy 
press conferences also meant that important information was lost, a quantita-
tive, semi-automatic study of speech events has been carried out and is illustrat-
ed in § 4. 
4. Types of speech events and interpreters’ strategies
As was mentioned in § 2.1, in press conferences there is a high number of in-
terviewers and each of them is generally allocated only one speaking turn. The 
constant switch in questioners, associated with fast pace and the short duration 
of both questions and answers, is a source of considerable difficulty for the in-
terpreters, because it means that overall coherence and cohesion are more lim-
ited than in traditional conference interpreting. Thus, simultaneous interpreters 
working in press conferences or debates have to rely on textural clues even more 
than when interpreting monologic speeches (Hatim & Mason 1997: 63-64):
[...] the simultaneous interpreter relies on textural signals. Context is muted because the inter-
preter is not a ratified participant in the speech event and because the constraints of immediacy 
of response and the focus on short units deny the interpreter the opportunity for adequate top-
down processing. The same constraints [...] affect appreciation of structure. Structure [...] is not 
available to the receiver in its entirety in the same way as it is to the consecutive interpreter or 
the receiver of written texts.
Clearly, for interaction to take place smoothly in an interpreter-mediated press 
conference, it is of paramount importance to reproduce the question-answer 
pairs and to preserve topical coherence and cohesion within each pair (Dal Fovo 
2009, forthcoming and this volume). A rough but intuitive measurement of ac-
curacy may come from a comparison in the number of turns in the original press 
conferences and in the English TL version. The data are presented together with 
data on speed and have been listed by number of turns (from the highest to the 
lowest). 
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As can be seen, the number of turns in each SL press conference is not directly 
correlated with its duration. Two press conferences of roughly the same duration 
(Italy-Holland MD and Italy-Spain MD) were made up of 66 and 43 turns, respec-
tively; moreover, a relatively short press conference, Italy-France MD-1, had the 
third highest number of turns. A factor that influences the number of turns is 
speaking speed: the faster the speed, the more questions and answers it is possi-
ble to cram into the same amount of time. Indeed, the top number of turns in our 
corpus was found in the second longest press conference (Italy-Romania MD-1) 
that was also the fastest. Although it was about eight minutes shorter than the 
longest press conference in the corpus (Italy-Spain MD-1), it was almost 40 w/m 
faster, which resulted in more floor time for more speakers.
Duration Turns in the 
original PCs
Average speed 
(w/m)
Turns in the 
English version
Average speed 
(w/m)
Italy-Romania MD-1 20’ 05’’ 100 (0) 172.6 55 144.5
Italy-Spain MD-1 28’ 92 (5) 135.3 57 128.4
Italy-France MD-1 16’ 20’’ 71 (5) 167.9 44 161.3
Italy-Holland MD 18’ 40’’ 66 (7) 163.9 44 152.0
Italy-Holland MD-1 23’ 55’’ 52 (7) 145.8 47 146.5
Italy-France MD 14’ 14’’ 46 (2) 162.7 38 164.7
Italy-Spain MD 18’ 16’’ 43 (4) 152.0 38 144.6
Italy-Romania MD 10’ 47’’ 35 (4) 167.7 22 153.4
TOTAL 150’ 17’’ 505 (34) 158.5 345 147.5
Table 3. Number of turns in the original Italy press conferences and in the English version. (n) 
interpreted turns (English into Italian)
What is interesting to note, however, is that there is a marked drop in turns 
in the English version, both overall (-160) and in individual press conferences, 
particularly in the two with the highest number of turns. Tables 4 and 5 present 
a classification of all the speech events in the Italian press conferences and in the 
English version (see § 1), in order to discover whether there are some that system-
atically go untranslated.
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Turns in Italian PCs Q A FA C OCR P
Italy-Romania MD-1 100 32 29 19 13 4 3
Italy-Spain MD-1 92 28 31 17 8 5 3
Italy-France MD-1 71 24 26 13 2 3 3
Italy-Holland MD 66 23 24 11 2 4 2
Italy-Holland MD-1 52 21 25 4 0 1 1
Italy-France MD 46 18 20 1 2 3 2
Italy-Spain MD 43 20 19 2 2 0 0
Italy-Romania MD 35 12 12 8 1 2 0
TOTAL 505 178 186 75 30 22 14
Table 4. Types of speech events in the Italian press conferences (IT PCs)
Turns in English PCs Q A FA C OCR P
Italy-Romania MD-1 55 27 23 3 1 0 1
Italy-Spain MD-1 57 25 27 1 0 3 1
Italy-France MD-1 44 20 21 0 1 2 0
Italy-Holland MD 44 19 22 0 1 2 0
Italy-Holland MD-1 47 21 24 1 0 1 0
Italy-France MD 38 18 17 0 1 2 0
Italy-Spain MD 38 17 17 1 0 1 2
Italy-Romania MD 22 11 11 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 345 158 162 6 4 11 4
Table 5. Types of speech events in the English version of the press conferences
The most significant reduction in the English version affects all those turns that 
make up the frame of press conferences: 116 out of 160 lost turns (72.5%) are 
opening and closing statements, procedure and housekeeping announcements, 
floor allocation turns and comments. However, the disappearance of such a high 
number of turns does not necessarily mean that important information is also 
lost. In fact, in many cases it can be considered as a time-saving strategy, as we 
shall see below.
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An example of this is the FA turns. The latter were only translated when there 
was factual content, i.e. when the turn contained a description to indicate the 
next speaker because the moderator did not know him/her by name; when the 
turn simply consisted of a journalist’s name, it was skipped altogether. The same 
applies to OCR turns: they were translated at the beginning of press conferences 
because the interpreter had sufficient time to do so; however, during press con-
ferences these short exchanges were only translated in their entirety if the inter-
preter was not lagging behind. In example 1 the FA turn disappears, as does the 
interviewee’s reply to the journalist’s greeting (the second OCR turn below). The 
journalist’s greeting is translated but it is incorporated into the translation of the 
question (in italics an English gloss is provided, whereas the actual TL produced 
on the day is in the last column).
(1) Italy-Spain MD-1
M1 FA Paco  
INT.R 14 OCR sì // buonasera mister
yes, good afternoon guv’nor
good evening // do you 
think … that strategy 
is going to be very 
important for the 
overall result // and d- 
have you decided on the 
name of the five penalty 
takers if it comes to 
penalties?
INT.E OCR buonasera
good afternoon
INT.R 14 Q crede che la strategia può essere fondamentale 
</fundamentale/> per il risultato finale // e se  
</si/> per il caso ha deciso il nome dei cinque 
rigoristi primi / prego / grazie
Do you think strategy can be key for the final result? 
And if so, have you decided on the names of the five 
first-choice penalty-takers? Thanks
Some procedural turns were also omitted. In example 2 below the moderator 
gives the floor to a journalist (INT.R 1) who starts speaking off mike (the first 
part of the question cannot be heard in the recording). The moderator intervenes 
and instructs him to wait for the roaming microphone; meanwhile, the inter-
preter is explaining to English-speaking journalists why no translation is com-
ing through the headphones. 
(2) Italy-France MD-1
M2 FA Longhi vai Longhi  
M2 P ‘spetta deve tradurre // un attimo
Hang on she must translate. Just a moment
I’m sorry but he’s not speaking into the 
microphone
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Similarly, some comments (C) were, in fact, asides between interviewee and 
moderator and were not really meant for the audience: they are included in the 
recordings because they were uttered in front of an open microphone, but they 
are not part of the public dialogue as such. In example 3 below the interpreter 
decided not to translate the moderator’s comment:
(3) Italy-Romania MD
M FA prego
please
INT.R 2 Q può essere un pochino più specifico? // in 
cosa l’arbitraggio non è stato soddisfacente?
could you be a little more specific? In what was the 
refereeing not enough?
in what was the refereeing not 
good enough?
M C [hai già risposto]
you’ve already answered
(4) Italy-France MD-1
INT.E OCR buonasera
good afternoon
good afternoon // 
just a moment // 
communication 
to the journalists 
who want to take 
eh part in mister 
Domenech’s press 
conference // you 
need to pick up the 
accreditation SAD 
that you have left at 
the door when you 
came in because 
without it you will 
not be able to access 
the conference // 
thank you
M2 FA prego Lo-
please Lo- 
M1 P no // solo un secondo // un’informazione di servizio 
// per i giornalisti che intendessero prendere parte 
alla conferenza stampa di Domenech è necessario che 
uscendo ritirino l’accredito che hanno consegnato 
entrando // senza l’accredito non potranno accedere alla 
conferenza // chiaro? // grazie // 
No just a second, a piece of information on procedure. 
Journalists who wish to attend Domenech’s press conference 
are required to pick up the accreditation [sticker] they handed 
in at the door. Without the accreditation they will not be 
admitted to the conference, is that clear? Thanks. 
If the transcripts are studied carefully, a turn-merging mechanism is discovered. 
This strategy, already seen in example (1) above, is especially frequent when there 
are interruptions or overlapping between different speakers. In simultaneous 
interpreting the interpreter always lags behind by a few seconds (décalage), but 
in press conferences his/her aim is to reduce this gap and finish the translation 
of each turn as quickly as possible, in order to focus on the next turn and to al-
low a smooth transition from question to answer and vice versa. It is no won-
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der, therefore, that interpreters should omit all unnecessary turns in order to 
save time (and breath). In example 4 the first participant is the interviewee who 
greets all the journalists in the room (OCR); the second is one of the two modera-
tors who allocates the floor to the first questioner (FA); he is interrupted by the 
second moderator who decides to provide procedural information first (P). The 
three turns are merged into one by the interpreter who translates them as if they 
had been produced by a single speaker.
It can be concluded that in press conferences of this kind, FA, P, C and OCR 
turns are a good opportunity for interpreters to save time and catch up with SL 
speakers. 
The data in Tables 4 and 5 also show that the reduction in the number of 
questions (Q) and answers (A) is much less striking than for the other types of 
speech events: -20 questions and -24 answers in the English version. In order to 
see whether this loss actually reflects loss of content, a closer look at the Q&A 
sessions is needed. 
The same turn-merging mechanism illustrated above (see Example 4) can 
be seen at work on questions and answers when there is overlapping between 
speakers. In example 5 below, the interviewee rejects the formulation of the 
question and asks whether what the interviewer has just said is true. There en-
sues a short exchange in which the interviewee becomes interviewer and the 
journalist must answer his questions. 
(5) Italy-Spain MD-1
INT.R 17 Q Roberto quanto ti dà fastidio che si parli del gioco 
dell’Italia sempre in maniera molto critica a volte 
anche sprezzante // cioè la Spagna è bella dà 
spettacolo l’Italia no
Roberto how annoyed are you to hear people talk of 
Italy’s game always critically and sometimes even 
disparagingly? You know, Spain play beautifully, they 
put on a good show, Italy don’t
Roberto how annoyed … 
are you when you h- hear 
very critical sometimes 
disparaging remarks 
about how Italy play?
INT.E Q bah // chi è che dice questa cosa?
Do they? Who says that?
who says those things? // 
who is critical? // who?
INT.R 17 A anche sì... 
They do
INT.E Q chi?
Who?
INT.R 17 A anche gli spagnoli eh // anche Torres stamattina 
abbiamo letto
The Spaniards themselves, you know. This very 
morning Torres said so, we’ve read about it
well even the Spanish 
players // Torres this 
morning for example
98
The answer and question in the middle are too short for the interpreter to be 
able to reproduce this dialogic exchange. The English version, therefore, is more 
streamlined, with a single question asked by the interviewer, a request for clari-
fication by the interviewee and the interviewer’s explanation. As a result, two 
turns (an answer and a question) are missing from the TL version; however, it 
could hardly be maintained that it is less informative than the original.
A close study of the transcripts in the FOOTIE corpus reveals that all the miss-
ing question and answer turns are cases of the kind illustrated here. In other 
words, no question or answer carrying actual information content was skipped 
in any of the press conferences. In this sense, it can be concluded that the skipped 
turns in the TL version did not detract anything from its overall meaning as a 
communicative situation. 
Clearly, this conclusion does not mean that no detail is missing in the English 
version. A full-scale qualitative evaluation would necessarily involve a micro-lev-
el contrastive analysis, i.e. an accurate source text-target text comparison, which 
goes beyond the scope of the present chapter. However, the analysis presented 
here does provide some insight into the strategic decisions taken by the inter-
preter in order to save time and meet the challenges posed by this type of com-
municative situation. 
5. Conclusions
This chapter has described FOOTIE, a multilingual corpus of simultaneously in-
terpreted football press conferences and has presented a study on the rendition 
of interaction mechanisms in football press conferences. In particular, it is based 
on an analysis of individual speech events in the source language (Italian) and in 
the target language (English). The transcription method devised for FOOTIE (see 
§ 1) has made it possible to select specific speech events in the corpus and analyse 
their rendition in parallel.
The calculations on speaking speed in the two versions have also highlighted 
one of the major challenges of interpreting in this type of press conferences, an 
element in common with the FPC corpus. The latter includes many interpreters, 
whose performances were analysed in terms of completeness and accuracy of 
information and style, not only at the inter-turn level (e.g. Q&A matching strat-
egies) but also at the intra-turn level (including the use of technical language, 
omissions, generalizations, hedging operations, and so on). In the conclusions 
to his analysis, Straniero Sergio (2003: 170) highlights that in this setting (TV in-
terpreting of Formula One press conferences) interpreters consistently resort to 
emergency strategies that actually become the norm:
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[…] interpreters invariably fail to reproduce the rhetorical style; they generalize or 
omit particularly elegant and recherché adjectives, and they neutralize metaphors or 
other figurative expressions. The norm here in the real interpreting world is the rendi-
tion of the essentials.
The only interpreter who consistently delivered outstanding performances 
in the FPC corpus was the one who had translated the most press conferences. 
Therefore, it appears that a prerequisite to tackle such challenging situations is 
being able to rely on thorough preparation and familiarity with the subject mat-
ter. As regards football, this is further confirmed by the existence of translation 
agencies specialised in delivering interpreting and translation services to foot-
ball teams and federations (see Sandrelli 2012). As Monteiro (2008) quite rightly 
points out:
[...] football translators need to have comprehensive knowledge of football, the type 
of knowledge you will not ever achieve unless football is your main topic of interest, 
unless you are a die-hard fan. 
Future steps in the analysis of the FOOTIE materials will include a study on 
lexical aspects (lexical density and variety, as well as the specificities of football 
terminology and the challenges it poses in interpreting) and a more detailed 
analysis of the key units in each press conference, i.e. the Q&A sessions. In par-
ticular, a question and answer classification is being devised to compare types of 
questions and answers in the SL version and in the TL version. This will make it 
possible to carry out an intra-turn contrastive analysis and draw more detailed 
conclusions on interpreting strategies in this setting.
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